REMARKS 

INTERVIEW: 

A telephonic interview was conducted on March 1 1 , 2004. The participants were 
Examiner Lewis A. Bullock, Jr., David Stringer-Calvert and Carina M. Tan. During the 
interview, an agreement with respect to all the claims were reached. Applicants argued 
that the prior art teachings of KISS did not disclose any intelligent reasoning when 
formulating a goal satisfaction plan. Applicants argued that KISS merely discloses a 
method of information retrieval from information repositories such as databases. The 
examiner disagreed. However, the examiner pointed out that certain features in 
Applicant's specification regarding ICL are novel. The Examiner indicated that the ICL 
features: 1) a conversational protocol layer, and 2) a content layer, would distinguish 
applicants' claims over the prior art. It was agreed that applicants would submit a 
response amending the claims to include the above novel ICL features. 

The Examiner is thanked for the performance of a thorough search. By this 
response, claims 1, 29, 48, 61, 71, 72 and 86 have been amended. No claims have 
been cancelled or added. Hence, Claims 1-89 are pending in the Application. 

IN THE SPECIFICATION 

Compact Disc Containing Appendices 

Applicants cancel the computer program listing appearing in the specification in 
Appendices A, B, C, D, and E. In compliance with 37 CFR 1.96(c), Applicants enclose 
a CD-ROM labeled as Copy 1 and an identical copy of the CD-ROM labeled as Copy 2 
containing the identical contents of Appendices A, B, C, D and E as filed with the patent 
application on January 5, 1999. 
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Substitute Pages Of Specification 

Enclosed are substitute Pages 1, 8 and 9. Substitute Page 1 of the specification 
has been amended to identify the compact disc and list the file names, size, and 
creation date of each file, and substitute Page 8 and Page 9 which have been amended 
to delete the "Brief Description of the Appendices." Also enclosed is a substitute 
ABSTRACT containing less than 150 words. The ABSTRACT as originally filed 
contained more than 150 words. 

SUMMARY OF REJECTIONS/OBJECTIONS 

In the Office Action, Claims 1-3, 5-1 1 , 15-25, 29-34, 38-44, and 61-71 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over "Developing Tools for the 
Open Agent Architecture" by Martini in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,484,155 issued to 
Kiss. 

Claims 4, 12-14, 26-28, 35-37, 45-47, and 72-85 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Martini in view of Kiss, and further in vie of 
"Information Brokering in an Agent Architecture" by Martin2. - 

Claims 48-60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
"Development Tools for the Open Agent Architecture" by Martini in view of "Information 
Brokering in an Agent Architecture" by Martin2. 

REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
CLAIMS 1,29. 61,71 and 86 

Claim 1, as amended, recites in part, the features: 

"registering a description of each active client agent's functional capabilities as 
corresponding registered functional capabilities, using an expandable, 
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platform-independent, inter-agent language, wherein the inter-agent 
language includes: 

a layer of conversational protocol defined by event types and 
parameter lists associated with one or more of the events; and 
a content layer comprising one or more of goals, triggers and data 
elements associated with the events; 

constructing a goal satisfaction plan, wherein the goal satisfaction plan includes: 
a suitable delegation of sub-goal requests to best complete the requested 
service request by using reasoning that includes one or more of 
domain-independent coordination strategies, domain-specific 
reasoning, and application-specific reasoning comprising rules and 
learning algorithms;" 

Claim 1 includes the limitation of a inter-agent language^ wherein the inter-agent 
language includes 1) a layer of conversational protocol defined by event types and 
parameter lists associated with one or more of the events, and 2) a content layer 
comprising one or more of goals, triggers and data elements associated with the 
events. The cited references do not disclose or suggest such a conversational protocol 
and content layer. 

Further, the Office Action states that the "dynamic solution plan" in KISS is the 
equivalent of the "goal satisfaction plan" of applicants* Claim 1 above. The Office 
Action points to col. 5, lines 14-45; col. 8, line 21 - col. 9, line 26; and col. 10, lines 10- 
38, and col. 2, lines 50-67 for support. 

The method for forming the "dynamic solution plan" in KISS is irrelevant to the 
method of forming the goal satisfaction plan in Applicants' Claim 1. It is respectfully 
submitted that KISS is irrelevant because KISS is an invention involving accessing 
knowledge repositories. Such knowledge repositories are represented by "knowledge 
agents." The Abstract of KISS states that "the invention solicits accessible knowledge 
repositories, represented by knowledge agents, for relevant knowledge..." 
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In other words, KISS is merely a method of information retrieval from information 
repositories or data sources. For example, the meta agent can ask questions involving 
facts or data and the agents attempt to retrieve the facts or data from the corresponding 
data repository. In contrast, the goal satisfaction plan of Claim 1 involves asking 
service providing agents to perform actions such as boil water, roast coffee beans, 
grind the roasted coffee beans as opposed to merely asking the agents to retrieve 
information from an information repository. 

To further explain why KISS is irrelevant and completely different from the 
method of Claim 1 , see col. 5 lines 39-43 where "[t]he meta agent 1 19 is configured to 
begin executing the solution plan even before the plan is complete." This underscores 
the fact that the solution plan in KISS merely involves information retrieval rather than 
asking the agent to perform intelligent actions such as roast coffee beans. In KISS, it is 
not fatal to begin executing the solution plan even before the plan is complete because 
no real harm is done if the meta agent begins by asking the wrong questions. To 
explain, KISS teaches "the meta agent 1 19 is capable of backtracking or replanning to 
permit escape from a dead-end." In other words, it is not fatal if the search for data is 
proceeding down an incorrect search path, as explained in KISS, In contrast, the 
facilitator of Claim 1 cannot begin execution of the goal satisfaction plan before the goal 
satisfaction plan is complete. For example, it would be fatal for the facilitator to ask a 
service-providing agent to boil the coffee beans instead of requesting that the coffee 
beans be first roasted and then ground. Such an action of boiling the coffee beans 
would be irreversible and would produce soggy beans. In other words, the service- 
providing agents of Claim 1 perform actions and are not merely sources of information. 

Further, KISS does not use reasoning for "formulating the dynamic solution 
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plan." In other words, KISS does not use the inferencing schemes as described in 
column 7 for generating the solution plan. In fact, KISS teaches away from using 
reasoning or inferencing for generating the solution plan. Column 8, lines 58-61 of 
KISS states that "[ajfter the solution plan is formulated, the meta agent 119 implements 
a distributed inference process to perform the search and execution phases of solving 
the problem, while maintaining control of the process" (emphasis added). Thus, the 
inference process is what the solution plan in KISS accomplishes and is not what is 
used to generate the solution plan. 

In contrast, Claim 1 shows that the facilitating engine uses sophisticated 
reasoning when delegating sub-goal requests to best complete the requested service 
request. The facilitating engine's use of reasoning is supported by the specification on 
page 13, lines 342-347. 

Assume that the facilitator agent of Claim 1 receives a request such as, "Make 

Coffee". The facilitator agent's facilitating engine uses reasoning to generate the 

following goal satisfaction plan: 

Sub-goal request A: Please perform the act of roasting coffee beans 
Sub-goal request B: Please perform the act of grinding coffee beans 
Sub-goal request C: Please perform the act of boiling water, etc. 

The facilitating engine is able to use reasoning to accomplish the base goal, 
"Make Coffee" by asking an appropriate agents to first roast the coffee beans before 
asking the agent to grind the beans, etc. 

Neither Cohen nor KISS, either alone or in combination, disclose, teach, suggest 
or make obvious the novel features of claim 1 . Thus, Claim 1 is allowable. 

Claims 29, 61, 71 and 86, each contain similar features regarding "using 
reasoning to determine sub-goal requests based on non-syntactic decomposition of the 
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base goal and using said reasoning to co-ordinate and schedule efforts by the service- 
providing electronic agents for fulfilling the sub-goal requests in a cooperative 
completion of the base goal." Thus, Claims 29, 61 , 71 and 86 are allowable for at least 
the reasons provided herein in respect to Claim 1 . 

CLAIMS 2-28, 30-47, 62-70. 72-85 and 87-89 

Claims 2-28 are either directly or indirectly dependent upon Claim 1 and include 
all the limitations of Claim 1 and therefore are allowable for at least the reasons 
provided herein in respect to Claim 1 . 

Claims 30-47 are either directly or indirectly dependent upon Claim 29 and 
include all the limitations of Claim 29 and therefore are allowable for at least the 
reasons provided herein in respect to Claim 29. 

Claims 62-70 are either directly or indirectly dependent upon Claim 61 and 
include all the limitations of Claim 61 and therefore are allowable for at least the 
reasons provided herein in respect to Claim 61 . 

Claims 72-85 are either directly or indirectly dependent upon Claim 71 and 
include all the limitations of Claim 71 and therefore are allowable for at least the 
reasons provided herein in respect to Claim 71 

Claims 87-89 are either directly or indirectly dependent upon Claim 86 and 
include all the limitations of Claim 86 and therefore are allowable for at least the 
reasons provided herein in respect to Claim 86. 

CLAIM 48 

Claim 48 as amended, recites in part: 
"the ICL having one or more of: 
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a layer of conversational protocol defined by event types and 
parameter lists associated with one or more of the events; and 
a content layer comprising one or more of goals, triggers and data 
elements associated with the events; 

the ICL having a syntax supporting compound goal expressions wherein said 
compound goal expressions are such that goals within a single request provided 
according to the ICL syntax may be coupled by one or more operators from a set 
of operators comprising: 

a conditional execution operator; and 

a parallel disjunctive operator that indicates that disjunct goals are to be 
performed by different agents." 

The novel method recited in Claim 48 as amended requires that the inter-agent 
language include 1) a layer of conversational protocol defined by event types and 
parameter lists associated with one or more of the events, and 2) a content layer 
comprising one or more of goals, triggers and data elements associated with the 
events. The cited references do not disclose or suggest such a conversational protocol 
and content layer. 

Further, the novel method recited in Claim 48 as amended requires that "goals 
within a single request" are "coupled by one or more operators from a set of operators". 
In amended Claim 48, the set of operators comprise, a conditional execution operator, 
and a parallel disjunctive operator. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner states that triggers are conditional operators. 
It is respectfully submitted that triggers are not conditional operators in the sense of an 
being a syntactical operator in an expression. 

Further, the Office Action states that page 10 of Martin2 discloses parallel 
disjunctive operators. Martin2 does NOT disclose parallel disjunctive operators. The 
"disjunction" in Martini is the run-of-the-mill Prolog style disjunction. The expression, 
"Do task A OR Do Task B," is an example of a Martin2 type disjunction. In contrast, a 
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"parallel disjunctive operator is an operator that indicates that disjunct goals are to be 
performed by different agents. An example of a parallel disjunctive operator 

expression is "Ask agent Bob to do task A OR Ask agent Fred to do task B 
concurrently. 

None of the cited references disclose, suggest or render obvious the requirement 
that the "goals within a single request" be "coupled by one or more operators from a 
set of operators", such as a conditional execution operator (such as "if and "when", 
allowing for particular actions to be predicated on the state, or outcomes of earlier 
actions), and a parallel disjunctive operator (allowing for alternative actions to be 
performed at the same time, if resources allow, and a first-to-respond strategy may be 
used in their competition to perform the goal at hand). Claim 48 is allowable over the 
art of record. Thus, it is respectfully submitted that Claim 48 be held in condition for 
allowance. 

CLAIMS 49-60 

Claims 49-60 are either directly or indirectly dependent upon independent Claim 
48, and include all the features of Claim 48. Therefore, Claims 49-60 are allowable for 
at least the reasons provided herein with respect to Claim 48. Furthermore, it is 
respectfully submitted that Claims 49-60 recite additional features that independently 
render Claims 49-60 patentable over the art of record. Thus, it is respectfully submitted 
that Claims 49-60 be held in condition for allowance. 
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CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully submitted that all of the pending 
claims are now in condition for allowance. Therefore, the issuance of a formal Notice of 
Allowance is believed next in order, and that action is most earnestly solicited. 

If in the opinion of the Examiner a telephone conference would expedite the 
prosecution of the subject application, the Examiner is encouraged to call the 
undersigned at (650) 838-431 1 . 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge any fees due to Applicants' Deposit 
Account No. 50-2207. 



Correspondence Address: 

Customer No. 22918 

Perkins Coie LLP 

P.O. Box 2168 

Menlo Park, California 94026 

(650) 838-4300 



Respectfully submitted, 
Perkins Coie LLP 



Date: March ^1 . 2004 




Carina M. Tan 
Registration No. 45,769 
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